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`PART I ,

INTRODUCTION

t.

se

Do early childhood intervention programs have a significant, long-- .

lasting impact on low-income children? Head Start was buil on the

assumption that early education, parental involvement, and the provision

of medical and social services could enable children of low-income

parents to do as well in school as their infddle-class peers and to thus

be able to leave the ranks of the poor. Based on this premise, a vast

array of programs curricula emerged. The age of children at entry

into programs, theength of intervention, the settings, the teachers,,

V

and the.materials employed all varied. in a flood or new rograms for

low-income children an 11, their parents.

A few years ago, critics began, toattack'the effectiveness of

Head Start Ind, indeed, of early education in general. They claimed

that such programs have no lasting effect on children's IQ, and that any

effects at all fade out within Ehe first year or two of formal school-

ing. With sufficient numbers of program children now in'their later

years of childhood and adolescence, it has now.becobe possible to 'take

stock of the actual outcomes of- children who participated in infant and

.

preschool programs.

This report summarizes the findings of fourteeti longitudinal

studies' Of low-income children who participated in experimental. infant

and preschool programs' over the past decade and a half.. It was .

8
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conducted.as a.collaborativeeffortrby a-dozen tnvestigators, the

,

[

Consortium on Developmental Contiguity, who agreed to' collect common

follow-up data in 1976-77 to be reanalyzed and .compared 'by a single,

outside group. Tbis'analysis, sponsored by the Education CoMmission

of the States and supported by the Office of Child Development (DHEW),P.

tL
., /

Was organized and supervised by Dr% Irving-Lazar of Cornell Univer ty.

IN'
We believe that the findings in this report now leave.no reasonable

. .

. $.

doubt that in the main!, programs' which had deliberate cognitive

curricula had a significant long-term effect on stbool performance.

The f* ings are both too conservative in the method of data analysis

from which they emerge and too dramatic in their consistency and size,

for the main Wects they found to be spurious. The demonstration that

'investments early education have long-term benefits,thar are both

humane and fiscal cannot help but quell the doubts that have effectively

frozen such investments for almost a decade.
47

The programs involved-in this Consortium were conducted completely"'

independently of one another, mostly during the early and mid 1960's:

AThey were carried out across the 6Suntry, A urban and rural atlas, in

the northeast, the south, 'and the Midwest. The low-income children who

were enrolled in these.programs now range from nine toeipteen'years of

age.

This Consortium of ifivestigators realized that they had a unique

accumulation of information. What their studies had in common, and

what made them worthy of further analysis, was the care with which they

were conducted. All were-carefully planned from the start, with

M
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rigOus staff.training, constant Program pperkrision, periodic evaiva:'

tion, and at least SOME f ollow-up of tire children involved.' They had

explicit and, standard intervention programs, so that the content of

the child's experience could be specified. In order to enable later

tssessment of the effects of intervention, measures. had been made of

the children's abilitieg before the programs started. Moreover, the

studies hadallowed for.scientificanalysiS of the effectiveness of

their re ective programs by selecting iither controls--children drawn
.

in advanc from the same population who 41d not participate in the
. . 4

programs-

Th

low-income\

When they

or comparison ,groups.

- .

children who participated in the studils generglly were from

families who were eligible for .some type of federal assistshcee

nteed thegtudies they ranged in age'from threemon hs to

They were predobinahtly black (87%); the average levelfive years

of their m

re'

lhers' education was ten and a half yearn; 4 % did not have

a father in their homes; and 51% had three or more siblin

The s

2

udies from which the data presented here were 4 mh2Asee Table 1)

may be grouped byfdelivery system into three categories. 'Center -based
4

studies prov

structUre

in smatl

ed nursery school type programs with varying degrees of

the program curriculum. Instructioh usually took place

oups but in some.. cases -was- on a one-to-oe basis. Parena,

. V
Were kept informed about the programs; visited theM and observed them,' /

0 A
but wer usually not actively involved in the day-to-day educational prOgram.,
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"
Table 1: Summary of Studies

TYPE OF
A./AA/S.74,4AL

l'-'
Dr. Kuno Beller Philadelphia oenter-based 4-6.- 1

.

. .4.1, IwI. l y BOWL ST L

; '
early '60's "

.
I

The Philadelphia ,
Project

Institute for De-
velopmental Studies

Dr.'s Martin464

Cynthia Deutsch
Harlem center -based 4-8

.

/ late '50's
'early '60'S

.

The Pafent
EducatiOd Program

Dr. Ira Gordon' northern ,

Florida

.

home-based 3 mo -:. 3 mid '60's
4

The Early Training
Project

Dr. Susan Gray. Murfreesboro or

Columbia,' Tenn.

.combination

'

4/5
,'"

early '60's

Thy Family-Oriented
Rome Visitor Program

Dr, Susan Gray. Nashville, Tenn.
,

. .,

home:based 0, 1 , .e-\.} ea lt y 7.0 s

*

Curriculum
Comparison Study

t. Merle Karnes
,

Champaign -
Urbana, kl.

center-based 4 . mid '60'S. ,

The Mother-Child
HoMe Program

Dr. Phyllis' '

Levensteiri
Long Isla d home-4sed 2-3

. -

late '60's
earli't70's .

.

,

Experimental
Variation of Head
StSrt Curricula

Dr, Louise Miller-
.

.

-Tdquigville, Ky.

, . .

center-based
combination

4

f
mid 60's .

Harlem Training :

Project' .

-

Dr. Frank Palmer Harlem , centertased
to

. 2-3 mid 60's
.

.

Perry. Preschool

Project
Dr. David Weikart

Ig

Ypsilanti,

Mich.
.

combination ' 3-4 early '69's

Curriculum\Demon-
stration Project

.Dr. David Weikart- Ypsilanti, .

Mich.

combinatiOn .

,

:
.

mid 60's.
. \

Carnegie Ittfant .- Dr. David Weikart
Program

I-

Ypsilanti, p
Mich.. ,

horile-basgd
.- .

3 mo - 2 'late '''60's

,4

Micro-Social Dr. Myron Woolman
Learning System

Vineland, N.J.

V

center-based '

.

4 5

-

late 1'60'

Head Start & Follow Dr. Edward Zi er
Through New HOgn ,

Study

New Haven, Conn. center-based
r
.5. 5

. .

,
mid '.60's c

AO,

Rf
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Homey -based studies directed theiieducatiOnaI

toward the parent, usually the mother, as the major

and influence in the child's life. Activities,

brought to the family hooe'by a parent educa

trained the mother to use- the activiteeand

efforts 'primarily'
01,

instrument of change .

. ,

end games Weretoys,

development through parent-child interaction.

dealt with children under four years of age.

visitor, who

her child `s

Ail'of these programs

/

The third group of.dtudies combined these approaches,'praviding,
Ao.

a center-based nursery school.prbgram'coupled with a,pericdic

visit in which both the parent and child were-involved.

the emphasis during thabOme vis

,programidovin

home

In some proillams

was closely related to the' center

others itsha& a more general cdhttnt:

'13
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.4



I

A

:6-

PART I/

MET1ODS

Data -for this study were collected in.twostages. First, the
.

.

original data on individual, children,colleCted independently by the. ....

4 .

projects prior to their becoming involved in the Consortium, were dupli-
,

cated and sent, to the central office. This original data included.any

IQ, achievement, or other psychological test data plus demographic

informationjSecond, eAh'projecE collected- current follow7up data

utilizing common fofms'developed by the Consortium. Thesg included

,
. A

a-parent interview, a youth interview, school-record and Nphievementtest

Ito

forms, a the age - appropriate Wechsler Intelligence Test.*

field-based study of real people can meet the design criteria

,Of a laboratory exp-eriment. Each of these"%tudies,'singly, cdh be

criticize by those criteria, since real-children and real communitigs

do not lend themselves to rigorous control. In looking across these

studies it is clear that the "defects" of any one of them are not

present in the others. Consistency of findings ?cross studies,is

.ft

clear demonstration of their Validity regardless of differences in their

#

design. In A sense we are looking at indepdndeht tests of the same

4
hypotheses! 'There are virtually no other examples, of so many-fully

rorr.Jr,

independent tests -of a single Central hypothesis, conducted over so

long a period in contemporary social science and brought together in

Several of thelanalyses reported here Axe based on some, rather than
all fouctsgn, of the Consortium studies. This is due ,to. a number of

'factors, including incomplete data collection at thetime of these
analyses, differences in sample selection, and,noqcomparability of
original ,data /for some variables.-

jo 1 4
I

I
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terms Pf comparable data,

Consortdum, Tyother, our

consistently conservative

-7-

as are represented. by the projects in this-

choices in data and treatment options have been '

and these choices have minitgized.our findings.

A. Problems of Secondary Analysis-7

Thft report essentially constitutes a secondary analysis Of the

data froth.the Consortium Members' projects. This is true even though

the 1976-77 data were collected speelfiCally'for this analysis, since

the design of tie prpjects had been determined prior t.14 the collection

of these data. ,t.
1,

The most basic problem of secondary analysis in general is that

the analysis uses data in a manner for which tflky were not originally ,

*ended.. prime example of this -4s the'importance'of the Stanford-

/
Binet IQ scores in this analysis. This test was used by the original

projects as one of,Tany measures of program effectiveness. However, since

thg'0inet was the test used by more projects than any other, it assumes

a much greater importance in the current analysis than it had in the

original analyses by the individual. projects.

, -

Asecond problem of secondary tesearch is that the questions which

can be posed are limited by ape dat which have already been collected.
0

One simply cannot ask whether early education affects social Wills in

. .

the second grade unleSs the projects measured social skills at that time.
A

This problem is made more complex-by,the fact,, that the proje6ts were
4

Conducted independently; and, hence, the chances vete slim that most

projects would have independently collected the same measure at the

same time.

whI

4
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third problem 'iS that the experimental designs of these studies

were-differen, so that Comparisons of the programs are always tenuous.

A' scond nalysis does not give as directly useful information as

wopld a carefully designed experiment of the same size. However,

secondary analyses can point out, critical variables to be studied in
,

..
. .

future research, and ,can serve as a validkuide to policy `and program
°

r 1. l'-;"

design.
.

A .4..

B. Problems of Longitudinal Research

Since this report follows the same subjects over a number Of years,

it is also subjecn the problems involved in longitudinal research.

Longitudinal, data provide the most valid and direct way of'assessing
4

t°'

.

,thecognitive, social, emotional;. and familial outcomes of programs

fot ylung children. Scientifically useful longitudinal' data are also

.v C.

the tub-se difficult to obtain, and such research is the most difficult

"1 1
' to design and maintain.

41.

The most basic hazard in longitudinal 'research is that of attrition,:

i.e., the loss of subjects over time due tomdeath, inabilit, to be

1

. ...

refusal to participate any longer, etc.' Almost al attrition

1 .
.

has ben due to simple inabiltty to find subjects who,have movja The
s . - '

.., .

most complete attrition analyses have been.done on a set 7fsix prOjects

involving apliroximately 600 subjects'.' Among these subjects, only 4
t

twenty-64 parents,and eighteen.youths refused to be interviewed.
s

have looked
k

forbdifferences.between lose subjects and other subjects'/op

41veral varfables SES?' mother's education, -- and have

16.
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found no significant differene'es. Howevtr, analyses on attrition are

pontinning, especially analyses on differential kinds of attrition

between the exPe'rimental and control groups.

Another problem of longitudinal analysis is that of test-retest

effects,, i.e., the fact-that the very act of taking an initial test

may affect the scores of the second test. This effect is controlled ,

for to a certain extent by, comparing the program children only to their

controls rather than using'a comparison of program posttest to program

pretest as a measure.of success.*

C. Sample Selection

A discussion of sample selection involves three distinct.cinestiOns:

1. What are the sources of the subjects?

2. What selection criteria were used to choosd-subjeCts from

those sources?
<1..4

3. What procedures were'dsed for assigning children to program

or control groups?
r"

1. Most Ilkojects °recruited theif subjects from the general cotymunixy

(typically, a well-defined nelborhood). Two prOejectsPalmerand

Gordon) recruited their subjects fromhospital birth records.' One:pro)ect

(Woolman) included children referred by the school district because they

were considered to be children at risk.

*,While it is highly unlikely that test-retest effects could have been
meaningful, given the typical length pf Atervention in these studies,
this. more conservative treatment approach was selected to-avoid even
that soyrce of uncertainty.

1 7
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2. The selection criteria varied considerably from project to project.

All but one (Woolman) used some '§ort of SES criteria; only one (Palmer)

specifically attempted to include middle-class children in thesample.

Many projects specified health criteria to elitninate children 4.th

organic impairments. Three prolects, specified IQ cutoffs, contributing

to differences between sprojectson pretest IQ distributions.

3. Assignment of children to program and control groups i. a

particularly knotty problem in intervention research. The experimental"

ideal of random assignment-to program and 'control groups is often '

,. unattainable inreal-life settings' 'as a consequente of both ethical
,

and practical 'collicerns. On the other hand, "quasiexperimental" studies
4

comparison groups are constructed by ,matching on lihriables
4

such as SES and pretest IQ can'produce seriously misleading results.

In general, the projects included10 this report came closer to
,.

.true experimental designi then 'is ty'ical in this sort of research.

--

However, there was considerable variation from project to project.

, . . i . .

Several (Pray,'Gordon, Weikart, and Palmer) closely approximated true
...

-..
. 4 .

random assignment.'"Others evenstein, Miller and Zigler) would. more ,

,..
,. S

accurately be called 0aq-experiments. One (Karnes) had no control
:

.1. .

'4egroup. -One ..(Woolman) had.a.coaiparison,grouprhich differecLubstantially,

from/ tile program group in. terms of selection criteria, and,, the Miller'

control group,, constructed froth a differqpi.population source; was,

found after the fact to:be poorly matched 'ith her experimental group.

The analysed reported heretdok. such dif erences'into account and were

generally conducted in a conservative m nner (that is, in a manner which'
1

minimized the chaAces 13f-obtaining spuriois eXperimental-control
1

. ,

18
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differences)i

education anal

expariment41 s

up, if only the

,

For exam le, the pdoling

s) was a separately

tudies in or er to insure

most rigorodgy designed'it
e

°

of,results(e.g., in the special

for experimental and quasi- \

that the findings would stand
N / ,

programs were considerid:

1.
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1
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PART III

ANALYSIS,,OF PROGRAM AND CONTROL DfFFERENCES

IN COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING*

Does theevIdence indicate that.early education improves theatademic
.

performance of low- income children? Our analyses indicate a positive ,

answer to this question. The analyset show that,the program children .

were not assigned to special eddcation classes as often as their covpari-

son groups and the program children were held ba4k in school lass often

"

than their' comparison groups. In addition, the StanfOrd Binet IQ data

collected-earlier indic.4te that the program children surpass their con-

trpis fo1r,at least three Years after the end of the progrp...--ihe follow-'
-

ing sections discuss these, analyses.

A. ,Analysis of Aqighment tO Special Education,and of Retention

Intelligence tests are degigned to predict academic achievement.

Obviously, actual achievement is'a better'measure than'a predictive

,instrument. In this section we examine two indicators of actual School

.performance:' aAsiinment to special education, and retention (grade

failure) . The advantage; of -using these two outcomes as 'measures, of

effectiveness of early educatipn prograig is that they are concrete

. and stringent indicators of whether a child has performed acceptably

o

within his or her educational institution. V

The use of these outcome measures, however, does have a drawback
d.

in that both outcomes are;affedted by.the Pgicies of the individual

r

. .

* &Le to differences'in sample assignment prdcedure, Comparisbns beteen-
.te nprogram apd control a made.individually for each projeCt; data are not

pooled across projects. Rather,. the overall evidence fs evaluated by
pooling the significance bevels from the individual program-codtrol
Comparisons. This technique is found in DarlingtOn, Richard, Radicals, lw.
and SqqareS, Logan Hill Press, Ithaca, NY 1975

20
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states and school. districts. While the Subjects were originally living
44

in a very small number of communities, by the time of this follow -up
./ P ...-

they had attended several hundred different schools. Although Are do not,

have information on the distribution of promotion Policies or the rela-

tive availability of special education claqses in most of these school

districts, we are assuming-that with so large number they are repre4,

sentative of the national situation, about which some information is

available. rn addition, since both specialeducaton and grade failure

are methods for dealing with childrep_who do not meet minimal school

4
requiremedts;the two may'overlap somewhat as outcomes. 0

1. Placdent in Special Education

The cothbfned evidence from,five projects which looked at whether

the children had been assigned to special education classes presents

strong evidence that early education for lowaincemiechildren significantly

*educed the number of children assigned to special education (see Figures
4

4

land 2).*

It is important to note that the project'S with the most nearly

'random'proeedures for assigning child en to program or control groups

had, in general,,the most impressive results. The Gordon, Gray, and

Weikaq projects had
.
the most stringent sample assignment procedureg

At44Iw ' ,
most Closeiy,approximating an experimental design).- Cordon's.project

.

program
.

._..

showed 9.4% program children in special education compared to 30.0%

control; Gray's, 2.8% program 'to 29.4% control; and Weikart's

pro gram to 27.7% control. The only project in Which a program advantage was
.

not fOund, hiller's had a'nonexperimental procedure for creating a

' control group due Co the fact' that the project_was primarily concerned

* The pooled significance level (two tailed). is less than .0002.

4I
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Figure 1:- Percent of Program and.Control Children in Special Education
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Figure 2: Percentage Reduction in Children in Special Education
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with comparing different curricula rather than comparing program

children with those who had not'received any program.

Figure 2 shows the percentage reduction in`children in special

educ4tion for these projects. For example/ the,Gordon control group

data suggest that thirty out of every.100 children in ;a1.,les such as

theirs will be assigned to special education if they are not-placed

in an early intervention program. In contrast," their_ intervention

program reduced that figure to9.4 per 100, Thus their intervention
. s

reduced the nutber of children assigned to special education by 69X

S
r(30-9.4)/30]. The percentage reductions range from 50.5%on Weikart's

project to 90.5% on Gray's, with the Miller data providing an exception

as mentioned above. Although the sample size for any individual project

is rather small., certainly these data provide clear-and strong evidence

4

for thp argument that supporting early education programs pays off.

The 'Co0st of teaching a child 4A special education classeS is sub-

.stantially more than if he or she could perform acceptably in the

4

normal classroom, to say nothing of the trauma to the child of being

labeled slow or retarded.

2. Grade Retention

Data from seven projects comparing the percentage
i/

Of program versus

control children held back in grade once or more present evideAct that

early education can have an effect'on whether or not children are

; retained in grade(see Figures 3 and 4):

One stioull, first note that the percent of control children helot'

balk in grade varies far more among prOjects than does the percent of

controlwchildren placed in special education. Our data do not provide

23.



ge

-16-

,

Figure 3: Percent of Program and Control Children Held Back aprade

Percent P
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'igure 4: Percentage Reduction in Children Held Back in Grade
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a clear explanation for this'.- However, one might speculate that it mad\

be d4e to two_factors. First, ,while assignment to special education often

a

standard'proceduies, sometimes mandated by state law, promotion,

and retention in grade are in large measure a matter of school district"

policy. Some districts encourage 'social4romotion,' for example, while

.others discourage it. Second, the longer a child has been in school, the

more likely it becomes that she/he will have been retained at least once.

This is reflected in our' data; the projects which currently have older,

samples are generally those with the highest percentage of children

(control and experimental) who have been retained.
4

In all but one study, there was a greater percentage of failures

among the control than among the program children. When the results for

seven "rojects are pooled statistically, the-difference is significant

at.the 1% 16Vel oeconfidence. The same is true if One combines only

the results of the four projects most closely apprdximating true

exiperimelits (Palmer, Gordon, Gray and Weikart). Thus although the

evidence is not so dramatic as it is for special' educ tion; theoverall

data do,demonstrate that early education can, reduce the rat of failure

for lows- income children.

4

3..4 The Micro-Social Learning System

Woolman's Micro-Social Learning System discussed separately due

to the nature of its Control group. The subjects in Woolman's sample

were originally seleCte4 because they' Nere.Cionsidered to be high-risk

Students. That is they Were chosen for the Iproject because they had

characteristics usually associated with late failu ;e in school. The

k .44fir
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original study did not compare the high-risk progrAm children with a
p.

conttiol,grouP because a largetrougt control group of high -risk

ar

children s1:91116444 not exist. Rather, the program.children, who'were

largely from a loll-income, Hispanic background, were compared with the

general school population, whAlltd middle class children as well as

lower class children.

Two comparisons were then made:. program children to the andom
ti 4t

sample of the gedbral school populatiOn, and Spanish-surnamed program

children to a random sample of-Spanish-surnamed children in the general

school popUlat4. The results are impressive. Even though the program

'children cSlitituted the high-risk population of the school district,,

they were retained no more.often than the general school population.

\

Furthermore, asigniffcantly lower percentage of the Spanish-surnamed

program children were held back than Spanish surnamed,children in general

(32.8% program compared with 62.9% control).

The Micro-Social findings on the effec1,6f-the program on, grade

retention, then, are quite impressive because they indicatelphat, having,

had such an early intervention program, high-risk children. were able

to meet the min school requirements as well `as the general'ochool
A

population. Ihe special education data do not show las strong an'effect.

There is,, however, a fairly marked difference that is close to statistical

significance (p= <'.066) when program children are compared to the general

school population in their assignment to special education.
.

dt.

4. Summary of Special Education and Grade Retention Results

In sum, then, the data as a whole present 'very.strong,evidence.
.

that early educatio5XE\low-income children improves their'ability to

26
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meet the minimal requirements of the schools they en
.

of either reducing the probability of being assigned

classes or of.reducing the probability of being held

;rf-

ter. This can consist

to special education

back in grade. Thus,

it 1ppeafs- that early education can result in cost savings by. .reducfng
r.,

,

the rate of assignment, special edqcation-andtorthe rate'of grade

failure. More importantly, there is now evidence.014t early education
44

can improve the probability that low-income children will be able to
p .

.

.

-,perform acceptably in school-and not becoma labeled as failures

B. Analysis of Stanford -Binet IQ Scores

A second step ofthese analysesuses the Stanford-Binet IQ data,*

collected independently by Most of the projects over a number of years,

to answer the question of whether the programt increased the average IQ scores
es

of ihechildren relative-to a control group.. At the time the programs

began, pretests conducted on the. children showed no.Significant IQ

.differences between those who were to receive the program and the control-S.

Comparisons of the mean posttest Ifq:s,for the program and control groups,.

-.wereopa.de for each proj ct: When the scores were grouped by length)f
v.

time after the end'of the program andthe,s1gnificance levels were pooled,

the. ev4plence showed that arly education can produce significant
41, . _._ - .,,..

..., ,- .-

* The Stanford-Binet was. chosen for this'analysisbecause it was the test\a,014,102

st.commonly used by the' Consqrtium Otojecta.a96. because it has had a
fairly large scale standardiez on 4/ In-using.the Binet in this analysis,
ye are employing a very sti4 erionOf ,ucCess for thew projects,
all of which Used many othet si, evaluate. their programs. Each

4,project could have achieved-a4gni ant improvement in the abilities
toward which- it was aimed withoO.t_havini evidended a significant change 0,....,

in the Bineb score. Therefdrea failure'to-imPivve the Binet IQ cannot
betaken ads a failure of a progriiiptoaccempllsh its goals. On the-

0
other hand, the successvf a proAect.in improving IQ scores means that it
has accomplished at leaft one goal which our society deems:importane.

ir
2,l
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increases inIQ (over a control group) trhich last for up.to three years

/'

after the child leaves the program (see,Figure 5), Although the difference
IAA

decreases over time, It does. net do so as immediately as had began previously

claimed by critics of early intervention.

-C.' Analysis of Wechsler

- "

As part of the current follow-up, Wechsler Intelligence Tests were

t.

administered.by the projects. Based on the results of five"of-,,vrojects,

it appears that the effect of early education on IQ,. although shown to

lase several years, is probably not permanent. Only in the projects with

the youngest children (nine andEveiveyears old) were the scores signifi-

cantli greater fot the program group. Hawever, in no project

controls. significantly higher than the program children.

Taken as a whole, the IQ data refute two hypotheses:

(1) the hypopesis that early Jpcation has only a short -lived effect

IP

on IQ scores (i.e., that Such programs basically train children'totake

tests and 'that the effects fade quickly as soon ag the children are removed

from the program); and

(2) the hypothesis that early education has a permenta effect on

IQ scores. The evidence seems to indicate, that well-run early educatt

programs can increase a ehild's ability to perform well on IQ tests and that

this,increase in skills lasts for several years before it fades.*
si

The effect of early education then, in terms of skills which are

measurable by-IQ tests; is certainly pf far More value than a temporary

fluctuation in skilrdlevels even if,it shauld develop that Ate are not

* It should be noted that' these' increases.are precisely in those years
Che primary grades in schoo17 when basic aca.deffilc skills are taught.

28
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Figure 5: Differences in Mean I

6

5

m1..
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Z 3

z
2 2

1

Control Group 0

Mean IQ Scores,
IMMEDIATE
POSTTEST
N = 1332

O

Pdoled Significance
Levels (two-tailed)* p =4.0000

res Comparing Program and Control over Time

1 YEARAFTER---
PROGRAM PROGRAM
N = 1229 N = 921,

p .e.oboo
4

PROJECTS INCLUDED by TIME PERIODS N of SUBJECTS)

, IMMEDIATE Beller 167
POSTTEST: %Deutsch 44

Gordon 196

1 YEAR AFTER Befler 163
PROGRAM: Gordon '186'x'

Gray ETP 82

2 YEARS AFTER Beller 157
PROGRAM: Gordon '-187'

Gray ETP 80

3-4 YEARS Beller 149

AFTER PROGRAM:pordon 179

* When the results are
and control children

Gray ETP 87

Levenstein 150
Gray FOHV 43

Gray FOHV 51

Levenstein 103
Miller 23,1

Gray FOHV 48

Levenstein 109 '

Gray ETP
Miller 203

A

AFTER 3-4. YEARS AFTER
OGRAM

N = 7

p =4 0000

4

p =4,0002

Miller 244

Palmer ,280

Weikert Perry 221

Palmer 255

Weikart Carnegie 38 .

Weikart Perry 120

Miller 1 221

Weikart Perry 119

'80 Weikart Carnegie 36
Weikart Terry 118

pooled statistically, the differences between program
is highly significant at each posttest time period.

0
-
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a permanentrfpgrease in intellectual skills. Ofcoursee changes-inIQ
'

Far any Other index of social competence) involve a complex interaction

over time between the potential the individualhrings to thesituation at

any one point and the-environmental context. It is not realistic to expect

that a relatively brief period of intervention would, in and of itself,

result in'permanent IQ changes, just as a single childhood inOciation

`does riot produce life-long immunity to disease, The educational

pro cesses that, the child goes through following early interven tion are.

undoubtedly crucial to the maintenance or fading of.earlier gains.

,

D. Analysis of Schooling Variables from Youth Interviews (I

As a part of the follow-up, interviews were administered ti4the

children and their parents, Analysis of the interview data wiLl be a

- complex process and had been underway only a short time at the time of

the final report. However, analyses ,to date produced several findings

of relevance to this report.

:-S-ever-al_.xajjat?les, from the Youth Interview provide information on

. Nducat 1 attainment. Preliminary an 'ndicate:

--a slight tendency for more control than program children t

Aut'of school, and a trend for control children wilo drop out t9.leare

.

jer
school at a younger age than program dropouts;

--that the children who participated in early education programs

4 4

do,nat'appear to have educational aspirations that differ from those of

children who did not participate;

--evidence that program children rate how they feel they are doing

in school highe{ than do children who did not participate in early

education programs. This analysil is discussed below.-

3-04
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Enhancement of self-concept, a variable.suggested to be related

to educational attainment, was often an expressed goal of early inter-

vention programs: The following quebtion on the Youth Interview was

designed as a Measure of self- evaluation related to current self- concept

in order to assess an important aspect` -of the long-term iripact of such

prdgrams:

I

"How.are you doing (did you do) to your schoolwork;
that is, overall, not just in one subject? Is your
Schoolworkmuch better that the others, b little
better than others, about the same as others, a
little worse than others, much worse than others?"

l

The responses to this question indicated that,.among subjects who

are now at leaspfifteen years old, program children are significantly

more likely than controls to rate themselves better than others in

their schoolwork .(see Table 2). This program effect appears in the sam-

ple when the subjects reach high school--a time when dedisions about Attu-

cational goals are critical. The younger children Sid not show this effect.

r ,

J
A

. ;
Table 2: Self-evaluation of School Work by Program

or Control Status (older'project bites only) .

Self rating

others

Abo t the same
.

Woye-than others

N Of cases

31

% Control

33.6

56.6

9.8

122

X2 7.812, p 4:.020

XProgram

48.5

47.7

3.8

7
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PART, IV

t

`ANALYSIS OF PARENTAL EVALUATIONS

A section of the interviews asked parents of the experimental

children to b4luate tbeP'rOgrams that their children had attended

ap proximately ten, years earlier. The responses of.the parents were con-

sistenely positive.

In, answering the question, "Was the program a rod thing for, your
. .

,
,

. .
.

child?'"the overwhelming majority answered "Yes." This is illustrated
,i

4.

, / .- ,

in Table 3, as 100%'of the pafents whose children had been in home--
" /

...
.

1 /

based programs 'answered positively, as did 93.4% of .the parents of
r

\
,

children from center-b sed programs, and 87.8% of the parents of .

iseildrepffom" combination programs.
'

I ,

.41h.

Table 3: t(eS'ponses to Parental Interview Question "44s the Program

A Good Thinj for Your Child ?" By Delivery System.

N=684"

Centex Home

.'Adtwer. NJ Z. N

J
Combination
N %

Yes 412 93.4 ' 87 100 137 87.8.

No 10 2.3 2 1.3

4. Don't >4 7.--/-

Know . 19 4.4 17 10.9
..,--._

Total, '441 100

X2 = 18.055
:

:

4
89 100

p s <.001

,156 100

32
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Is order bp-determine the basis of.theiT judgmenta about the,

Value of 'the program, the parents were asked what. they liked best.

Overall, the category most often chosen'related to the cognitive aspects

a
of the program, although the answers varied across, delivery systems (see

Table 4).- The next most popular areas were program characteristics

which include teacherChild patio; length dfprograte materials,. etc.

Other areas also highly, apprOved included the total'' program, parental

aspects and social aspects of the programs.

Table 4: Answers to the question "What Did You Like Best About
the Program Your Child Was In? By 'Delivery System

Cognitive Aspects

Prograin Characteristics

Social Characteristics

Total Program

Parental Aspects

. Additio 1 Services

Total

N = 605'

Center Home Comb, nation Overall Total

N % %

A,

134' 34.3 17 .20.5 30.5 - 1914 31.5

85 21.7 429 34.9 16.0 135 22.3

80 20.5 2 2.4 11 8.4 -.93 -15.4

43 11.0 15 18.1 24 180 82 13.5

29 7.4 19 22.9. 31 23.7' .'4 79, 13.0
4

15 3.8 1 1.2 .2 1.5 18 2.9

5 1.3 - 2, /1.5 7 1.1

391 83 131 605 4 4

3 :3
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It is noteworthy that parerits.did not cHoose ben efits to themselves
,

f I , ; Y
.

more often than they oe direct bebefii4 to their chi ldren. That is,
..._ .

z .

they did not view the programs simply as good babysitters or as wafs
. 1

to free up their own time.

In order.to obtain more critical evaluations of the programs,

parents were. asked what they did not like and how they would have changed

the.prb to make -it better.' By a wide margin, post parents responded
rr 4

that there wasot-anything the* di:IOil-Ike. Over half said that they

..f..'.would not change anything about the program. The most common suggestions

concerned changes in the program characteristics,,such as increases in

the'length or frequency of the prografn.

In summary, the parents considered many aspects of 'the programs
.

to have.been valuable to their children ,C There was little that they

:did not like about the programs, and lAtilethat they_would have

changed. Clearly,.these programs were highly successful in obtaining
.

parental satisfaction.

ro,

,

1,
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PART VI

ow CONCLIJSIONSAND IMPLICATIONS

&

A. Conclusions.

p

_ .

If one accepts all of the assumptions inherent.in the analyses, then

the following conclusions seem reasonable:

1) Infant and preschool services improverepabijity of low income

children to meet the minimal requirements of the schools they
44

enter. This effect can be manifested in either a.reduced

p ;obability of being assigned to special- education classes or a

reduced probability, of being field back in grade. Either .

reductionenstitutes a substantial cost reduction for the
4

school system:

2) Low income adolescents yho received early education rate their

competencein school higher than comparable 'adolescents who did

not have preschool edutation.

3) As measured by the Stanford-Binet and the WISC tests preschool

programs produce a significant increase inth6 intellectual

furittioning of low-income children at least during the ctitical

A
years of the primary grades in school;

Probably the most important finding is thatlow.income cpren who

received early education are better able to meet the minimal requirements

'of their school. Results on IQ tests indicate that this may be due to an
.

increase in intellectual skills Which lasts through the very.. important
0

Primary grades in school. Additionally one might hypothesize that the

reduction in rate.of assignment to special education or of being'held

C
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back'in grade is due in part to increased parental concern and competence

ft

to deal with the school sYStem - an indirect effect, of parental

sensitization by t, experience of their children. This

hypothesis is certainly sUppOrted bythe fact that All of the projects

which found significant effects on special education either were home

visiting programs or had same v,isiting components. The OM projects which

found significant effects on gYade failurelpad somewhat lesser degrees of

parental involveftent. At this pointy then, the'evidence does not differ-
.

entiate between the relative contribution to the effects on school per-
t

formance of increased intellectual skills ilk,the child and increased .

1

I
4,

parental concern with'the child's learning. The positive effect of early -

education on school performance is now fairly well established, abut the

mech ism by which it has' this effect is still open to conjectUie.

e evidence also suggests that, with.respectto school performance,

there is as of now no indication of a "magic age" at which early

Ai.

Ni Intervention, is most 'effedtive. Projects havi'ng-significant effects. on'`

assignthent to special education were Gordon (education from bi!th to

two years of age),. Gray ETP (four and-five years of age) and Leven§tein
o4

(two and three years of age).. Projects having significant effects on

grade failure wereealmer (tWo and three years 01 age) and Woolman (four

.

years of age). Farther, programs which had significant effects ranked in

duration from eight months (Palmer). to up to three years (Gordon)."' The

most that can be said is that', at this Point, there is no indication of a

most effective age or length of inteiventfoti. 'However, given the

relatively small number of programs investigated and the relatively

/

large numberof confounding factors (geographic region, cohort, school

36
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policy, etc.), it is possible that such magig, points exist, but,are

not'discoverable without a more rigorous, large scale experiment designed

specifically to answer those questions.

In sum:the 'most important conclusion which has been reached to dat"

from this 660' of data is that:well-run, early education programs can in

someway improve, the ability of low income children to meet the require-
,

ments of their school's.

B. Implication'S and;Ccommendapions fOr National Policies and Programs

In examining both the statistically significant findings, and the trends,

which appear across these Studies, certain policy implications seemeJ clear

to us. While further analyses and-other data will be necessary to fully

document these implications:we felt it important that they be listed now,

even in their somewhat tentative state.

1. Day Care

These findings indicate that the failure to require a deliberate,

well planned curriculum for young children in feder3jly supported day c4ke
. ,

programs is likely to cost more money in later specit educatiatiexpen-
-

ditt4ps'than would. be saved in day rare coSta. We recommend that the

educational requireMent note only be restored to the Federal Requirements,

* but should .be made explicit..

2. Program Delegation

While it is difficult to generalize across all public schools,

)

in none of the public schools who sponsored preschool programs included

in this study were parents involved as teachers of their own preschool

children. Neither did they mount home-based services, tor accept

.

children under four years of age. Further there are exceptionp

most Ryblic schools have rigidly cifined And hOhlystructuredcurricura,

3 7
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I . ' / I .... .
and the, typical supervisory ruicture of a public school does not permit

. e 4.
,

very much leeway_in structure. The tendency to adopt uniform policies t
4 ,

L
v .

and philosophies in distritts Altigates against the capacity, of many

school districts to be responsive to individual, and subcultural needs in

the way a fifteep-child Head Start site can

Until further research data are available, itvould seem imprudent

to assign either day care or Head Start responsibilities solely to school

districts in general. In'soTe communities the school could be the

optimal.site. But respect for individual differences in children suggests

that many kinds of auspices are a safer choice than is delegation of such

programs to a alpgle type of auspice.*

3. Age; Duration anJ4Type of Curriculum

The data in this report do not cYearly indicate that either a

particular age, ova particular lengih'or type of preschool experience is

L.

.optimA for'all children. Future analyses of these data may assist in these

policy areas.

4.
' Head Start,

1

We'sde thrOmajor implications for Head Start programs which flow

from these preschool redings. 111

a. A large national random saple of new Head Start enrollees and

their parents (or whole sites). should be identified so that baseline data**

could be collected prior to the progrl experien We believe that fears

of rejection of such data collection at entry by parents are overblown,

Apt most parents'are-accustomed to an intake procedure for pub- lic

* These experiments were carried out under various auspices -- public schools,
Head Start Cent-dTs, independent agencies and universities. Quality control
may be more impoup ant than auspice.

** We can make suggestions as-to the implementatiOn of thii recommendation.

38



services. Without such baselines and an initta4ly tight research design,

later evaluations of ty pical Head Start programs are not possible.

b. A careful review of the extent to which structured curricula
0 --

.
. are actually being used in Head Start programs should be carried:freut. Further

steps May need to be taken toinsurethat deliberate learning goels'are
,...:

identified and teaching strategies implemented.

/ ......_ ii. .-- 9

c. The eStabl shment of ITcl"s, asa demeastratiOn program a decade
-. 4 4-4-.,

ago, and of Home Start some seven years ago, may have been necessary to.try

those ideas out. T keep these servtV s separated Trom."regularif

center-based) Head/Start operations ems no ronger justified. The

evidence suggeSis that all Head Starts be encouraged to nopt PCC and

Home-Start services (and age groups) as part of their regular programs,

to obtain the benefits of earlier and mixed-locus intervention. The

separate FCC's .and Home Start Centers could be converted into training

sites during the period of introd4ction of their servicecTrita.Head.

Start programs, a9d then could be,expanded in scope to becouX"regmlar"

Head Starts.

* Finally, and recognizing the self-seiving.nature of thks recommendation,
.

we think that this study provides a reason why Head'Start research funds
. .,

, should be increased; with a;greater portion of those funds reserved for

1

investigatdr-designed rather than contract-designed studles.
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